Meeting #4 Summary


The Massachusetts Distributed Generation Interconnection Collaborative


Friday, December 6, 2002

Foley Hoag, LLP

Boston, MA

32 people attended the meeting, began at 9:30 a.m. and ended at 4:45 p.m. See attached attendance list. 

I. Documents Distributed Before and at the Meeting

· Revised Figure 2 and Accompanying Text – John Bzura on behalf of the Utility Cluster

· Revised figure 2: Proposed Interconnection Standards – Steve Cowell on behalf of the DG Cluster 

· Revised Commercial Standards – Steve Cowell/Herb Healy on behalf of the DG Cluster

· Revised text, "Interconnection Service Agreement" Peter Chamberlain on behalf of the DG Cluster

· Suggested edits to the meeting summary from Tim Roughan, National Grid

· Memo on ADR – Roger Freeman and Suzanne Orenstein.

· Memo on Environmental Considerations– Seth Kaplan on behalf of the Environmental Cluster

· Memo on Induction versus Inverter Generators – Spiro Vardakas

II. Discussion of the day’s agenda and the Collaborative’s December 16 deadline

The Group determined that it could continue to make important headway on radial system interconnection and that instead of moving to network systems, as planned in the agenda, it should seek to consolidate a robust agreement on radial systems prior to tackling network systems (even if this means not tackling networks until after the December 16th DTE filing deadline.  The Group further agreed that it would likely file an interim report with the DTE on December 16th documenting the progress and agreements reached to date, but requesting additional time to complete the negotiations.  The interim report would likely include the current Figure 2 and accompanying text, a table on timelines, another table on costs, and an ADR process, interconnection agreement form(s) and application form(s) if adequate progress is made.   

III. Discussion of  Figure 2

A.  Box 9

The entire Group spent over an hour discussing alternatives to Box 9 prior to selecting a small working group to tackle this further over the lunch break.  In lieu of the proposed Box 9, a working group consisting of members from both the DG and Utility clusters suggested that the Collaborative add a footnote to the “Expedited Interconnection” box.  The proposed language is captured in Exhibit 1 

IV. Definition of Supplemental Review 

B.  Definition of Supplemental Review

The Group examined the DG cluster’s proposed definition of supplemental review, contained in Exhibit 2 below. 


The Group approved the proposal, pending clearance from the Utilities’ legal departments. The Group also agreed that it should add a footnote indicating that even if a proposed project initially fails a particular screen in the expedited process, if it passes that screen upon supplemental review the project would be returned to the expedited process to go through the remaining screens. If the applicant does not pass one or more of the review screens during supplemental review, then the utility would provide an estimated cost and time schedule for an interconnection study.
 The Group agreed to use the DG clusters modifications in Figure 2, with the following modifications:

· Add a dashed line to connect the arrows on the left hand side of Box 4 to indicate that only DG passing screen 2 can proceed to simplified interconnection,

· Change the threshold metric in Box 4 to “circuit annual peak load”. 

· Insert language into the notes indicating that Box 4 will be reviewed in a year to determine if the standard will have differential impacts on commercial and industrial generators. 

· Add a note in the text in the expedited box indicating that DG agree to pay for necessary modifications to the Grid.  

The group allowed Spiro Vardakas to discuss again his recommendation to allow induction-based generators less than 300 kw to proceed through the simplified process.  After no other members of the Group agreed to support the recommendation, the group decided to table the issue but track the experience with induction-based generation and potentially reopen the issue in the future.  . 

V. Discussion of timing matrix

The Group reviewed the timing matrix proposed by the DG Cluster which proposed only having one column for the Expedited Review rather than breaking it down into above and below 300 kw as the Utility Cluster had proposed at the prior meeting.  The DG Cluster also proposed adding another row, “Complete Feasibility Study”. The Group  agreed and added the row on the feasibility study.  However, the Utility Cluster was not comfortable with the timelines under each column and suggested extended timeframes shown in Figure 4 in red parentheses 

Members of the Utility Cluster also reiterated their offer to have 2 columns under the Expedited Process for smaller and larger projects such that the smaller projects could have shorter timelines.  Members of the DG cluster expressed a preference for keeping the columns as they had proposed.  They also advocated for keeping the under-10 kW timeframe to 15 days, and for reducing the bottom line timelines in each column.  The Group agreed to return to the timelines next week.

Regardless of the final timeline recommended, the Group agreed that the utilities should  track and report on the actual time taken (measured in person-hours/job) to review the applications and execute the agreements.  It was also suggested that the there be language in the Collaborative agreement noting the  intent to revisit the schedules annually, and the goal of streamlining the process and reducing the timeframes, and that incentives should be considered for Utilities to outperform these timelines.
 

Table 1: Commercial Terms :  (Not to Exceed Time Frames in [business] days from date of filing application)

	Criteria for Process Classification
	Based on Evaluation of Technical Screens
	Applicant Option

	Review Process
	Simplified
	Expedited
	Standard Review

	Eligible Facilities
	Certified  Inverter 

< 10 kW
	Qualified DG 


	Any DG

	Acknowledge receipt of Application
	(3 days)
	(3 days)
	(3 days)

	Review Application for completeness
	10 days
	10 days
	10 days

	Complete Initial Review (screens 1-8)
	5 days (10)
	20 days (25)
	n/a 

	Complete Supplemental Review (if needed)
	n/a
	20 days (25)
	n/a

	Complete Feasibility Study
	n/a
	
	20 days (25)

	Send Follow-on Studies Cost/Agreement
	n/a
	
	5 days

	Complete Impact Study (if needed)
	n/a
	
	50 days (60)

	Complete Facility Study (if needed)
	n/a
	
	25 days (20-40)

	Send Executable Agreement

	Done
	5 days 
(5/10 Suppl.)
	10 days

	Total  Max.
	15 days (20)
	35 – 55

(40-70)
	85-130 days

	Notice/ Witness Test 
	< 1 day with 5 day notice (10)
	1-2 days with 10 day notice or by mutual agreement
	By mutual agreement


VI. Discussion of Costs 

	Table 1: Commercial Terms 
 (Not to Exceed Time Frames in [business] days from date of filing application)

	Criteria for Process Classification
	Based on Evaluation of Technical Screens
	Applicant Option

	Review Process
	Simplified
	Expedited
	Standard Review

	Eligible Facilities
	Certified  Inverter 

< 10 kW
	Qualified DG 


	Any DG

	Application Fee (covers screens)
	0
	$3/kW

with min.

$300fee$2500 max
	$3/kW

min.

$300=<fee<=$2500 max

	Supplemental Review (if applicable)
	n/a
	Up to 10 engineering hours at $125/hr ($1250 max)
	Included in application fee (if applicable)

	Feasibility Study
	n/a
	n/a
	Included in application fee

	Impact and Facility Study (if required)
	n/a
	n/a
	Actual cost

	Facility Upgrades
	n/a
	n/a
	Actual cost

	O and M
	n/a
	Actual cost
	Actual cost

	ADR costs
	Mod English system
	Mod English system
	Mod English system


The parties agreed to the following cost schedule:

1. The Application fee for DG interconnection will be $3/kW, with a $300 minimum fee and $2500 fee cap, and is applied to Expedited and Standard Review (see point 3 below).

2. No application fee will be assessed for simplified interconnection (<10kW inverter-based generators on radial networks). 

3. For Supplemental Review, applicants will pay actual costs up to $1,250 which is based on a maximum of 10 engineer hours at $125/hour. If more study is needed, then the Utility will provide a cost estimate for the impact and/or feasibility studies.

4. Cost schedules for Standard Review (the third column) were not yet established. The Utilities indicated they would need to define what a feasibility study would include (see to-do list below). 

5. The cost allocations for O&M and ADR were neither discussed nor agreed upon.

As part of the discussion of costs, the Associated Industries of Massachusetts (AIM) explained that it cannot support any policy recommendations, real or perceived, that involve cross-subsidization of costs; ratepayers that do not participate in or benefit from DG should not pay the costs associated with bringing it online. AIM also questioned whether DG interconnection standards are the appropriate place to address environmental issues raised by the Public Interest Cluster, but stated that it supports transparency in the application and approvals process.

VII. Environmentally-Related Issues from the Public Interest Cluster

The Public Interest Cluster reviewed its memo (click to view) on four recommendations related to environmental issues. In particular, it highlighted that zero emissions generators should be granted a waiver for fees, and asked the Group to think about how these costs could be funded. 

The Group agreed to return to these issues at the next meeting.  

VIII. Next Steps

The Group developed a list of items for the next meeting on December 11 at the Massachusetts Technology Collaborative in Westboro from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m.: 

· Figure 2 description – DG Cluster and others to edit and comment on previous draft (circulate Tuesday at Noon)

· Timing (address differences) – All, circulate if possible

· Standard Review Costs – Utilities, Tuesday at Noon. 

· ADR and Compliance – Roger Freeman and others. 

· Interconnection Agreement Applications - All review 
· Environmental Issues/Information Tracking – All 

· Finish proposal on Box 9 – Suzanne Orenstein, Tim Roughan, Steve Cowell, Herb Healy, John Bonazoli

· Talk to DTE – Raab Associates

· Meeting summary – Raab Associates

Attendance List, 12/6/2002

	Organization
	Name
	11/4
	11/15
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	DG Providers
	
	
	
	

	Aegis Energy Services
	Spiro Vardakas
	X
	X
	X
	X

	SEBANE
	Steve Cowell
	X
	X
	
	X

	SEBANE (alternate)
	Ed Kern
	X
	X
	X
	X

	E-Cubed
	Peter Chamberlain
	X
	X
	X
	X*

	E-Cubed (alternate)
	Ruben Brown
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Ingersoll-Rand
	Jim Watts
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Ingersoll-Rand (alternate)
	Jim Avery
	X
	
	
	

	NAESCO
	Don Gilligan
	
	
	
	

	Northeast CHP Initiative
	Sean Casten
	X
	X
	X
	X

	NECA
	Larry Plitch
	X
	X
	X
	

	NECA (alternate)
	Tobey Winters
	X
	X
	
	

	Hill & Barlow (for Real Energy et al)
	Roger Freeman
	X
	X
	X
	X

	UTC
	Herb Healy
	X
	
	X
	X

	UTC (alternate)
	Heather Hunt
	
	X
	
	

	Keyspan
	Pat Crowe
	X
	
	
	

	Keyspan
	Joe Niemiec
	
	X
	
	X

	Keyspan
	Chuck Berry
	
	X
	
	X

	Keyspan
	Rich Johnson
	
	
	X
	

	Plug Power
	Lisa Potter
	
	X
	
	

	Plug Power
	Rudy Stegemoeller
	
	
	X
	

	Trigen Energy 
	Dave Doucette
	
	X
	X
	

	Government/Quasi Government
	
	
	
	

	DOER
	Dwayne Breger
	
	
	
	

	DOER (alternate)
	Gerry Bingham
	X
	
	X
	X

	DOER (alternate)
	David Rand
	X
	X
	X
	

	MTC
	Sam Nutter
	X
	X
	X
	

	MTC (alternate)
	Judy Silvia
	X
	
	X
	

	MTC (alternate)
	Raphael Herz
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Attorney General's office
	Joseph Rogers
	
	
	
	

	Attorney General’s office
	Judith Laster
	
	
	
	

	Attorney General’s office
	Patricia Kelley
	
	
	
	

	Cape Light Compact
	Margaret Downey
	X
	
	
	

	Cape Light Compact
	Kitt Johnson
	
	X
	X
	

	DEM
	
	
	
	
	

	DTE
	Paul Afonso
	X
	
	
	

	Consumers
	
	
	
	

	AIM
	Angie O'Connor
	X
	X
	X
	X

	for Solutia and MeadWestVac Co.
	Andy Newman
	X
	X
	X
	

	for Wyeth
	Lisa Barton
	
	
	
	

	for Wyeth
	Susan Richter
	X
	X
	X
	

	Utilities
	
	
	
	

	Unitil/FG&E
	John Bonazoli
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Unitil/FG&E (alternate)
	Justin Eisfeller
	
	X
	X
	X

	ISO-NE
	Henry Yoshimura
	X
	X
	X
	

	ISO-NE (Alternate)
	Carolyn O'Connor
	X
	
	X
	

	ISO-NE (2nd Alternate
	Eric Krathwohl
	
	
	X
	X

	NSTAR
	Larry Gelbien
	X
	X
	X
	

	NSTAR (Alternate)
	Dave Dishaw
	X
	X
	X
	X

	NSTAR (Alternate)
	Dan Butterfield
	X
	X
	X
	X

	WMECO/NU
	Doug Clarke
	X
	
	X
	X

	WMECO/NU (alternate)
	Rich Towsley
	X
	X
	
	

	WMECO/NU (alternate)
	Leo Rancourt
	X
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	X
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	X
	X
	X
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	X
	X
	X
	X
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	UCS et al
	Deborah Donovan
	X
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	X
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	Seth Kaplan
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	X
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	Larry Chretien
	
	X
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	Leslie Grossman
	X
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	X

	Collaborative Team
	
	
	
	

	Raab Associates
	Jonathan Raab
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Raab Associates
	Joel Fetter
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Raab Associates
	Colin Rule
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Facilitation Consultant
	Suzanne Orenstien
	X
	X
	X
	X
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	X
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	* Denotes participation by teleconference
	
	
	
	
	


Customer Submits Notice of Intent to Interc





onnect a Generating Facility





1. Is the PCC on a Radial Distribution System?





(The Company can provide this information)





2. Does the Facility Use a Qualified* Inverter with a Power





Rating of 10 kW or Less? 





(* The Company can provide this 





information)





3. Is the Facility Certified in CA, NY, TX or to UL1741, or in 





Compliance with IEEE Standard P1547? 





4. Is the Aggregate Generating Facility Capacity on the





Line Section less than 5% of circuit annual peak load? 





5. Is the Starting Voltage Drop Screen Met?  (Note 1)





6. Is the Fault Current Contribution Screen Met? (Note 2)
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8. Is the Transient Stability Screen Met ? (Note 4)
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(if required)  Study
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DG opts for Standard





Review Process





Exhibit 3: DG Cluster’s Revised Figure 2, with modifications made by the Group





Facility Processed for


Simplified Interconnection


Under DG Tariff





Facility Processed for


Simplified Interconnection


Under DG Tariff (note 9)





Facility Processed for


Simplified Interconnection


Under DG Tariff








Exhibit 1: Proposed alternative to Box 9.





Note 9: As part of the expedited interconnection process the utility will assess whether any system modifications are required for the interconnection, even if the project passes all of the eight screens.  If the needed modifications are minor, that is, the requirement can be determined within the time allotted through the application fee, the costs for these minor modifications will be estimated and presented in the executable expedited interconnection agreement.  If the modifications are not minor and/or the application may result in a material impact on the grid but the scope and cost of the modifications cannot be determined through the expedited review process, the utility may require the project undergo additional supplemental review and the cost of such review shall be  paid for by the DG applicant.  In all cases, the DG will pay for the cost of modifications that are attributable to its proposed project.








Supplemental Review of the DG system, the latter having failed one or more of the process screens, will determine if interconnection will not cause material impact on the EPS and therefore does not require an Interconnection Study ('Sandard Review').  If this is not true, the review will include an estimate of the cost of an Interconnection Study ('Standard Review').





Exhibit 2: DG Cluster Proposed Supplemental Review Language








� Utilities deliver an executable form.  This form of agreement will be pre-approved and agreed.  If IC Customer wants modifications, it may request them, but the utility gets additional 5 (10) days to review and comment to each set of proposed modifications. 


� 	All days listed apply to Utility work days.  Any delays caused by IC Customer will toll the applicable clock.  Moreover, if an IC Customer fails to act expeditiously to continue the interconnection process or delays the process by failing to provide necessary information within a reasonable time, then the Utility may terminate the application and the IC Customer must re-apply.  However, the utility will be required to retain the work previously performed in order to reduce the initial and supplemental review costs incurred 


Commercial terms to be reviewed at end of year 1 and DTE shall consider amending procedures to reflect actual experience.  While proposed modifications shall be discussed and agreement sought within framework of an ongoing DG collaborative, parties shall propose consolidated amendments no later than  Dec. [__], 2003 and any disputes shall be resolved under the agreed expedited ADR process. 
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